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CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN DEFINITIONS AND PROCEDURES:
A REPLY TO STOKES, OSNES, AND GUEVREMONT
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UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND BALTIMORE COUNTY

Stokes, Osnes, and Guevremont's (1987) implicit definition of correspondence classes appears dose
to ours (Matthews, Shimoff, & Catania, 1987). Their definition, however, is fundamentally pro-
cedural and thus may have to be modified as experimental methodologies are refined. The advantage
of our contingency-space analysis is that it is independent of specific procedures and focuses attention
on problems inherent in some procedural definitions. Specifically, a contingency-space analysis
addresses the issue ofdistinguishing specific instances from classes and reminds us that correspondence
can be identified as a dass only on the basis of observing a population of opportunities for say/do
sequences in which the subject sometimes does not say.
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classes, generalization

Formal definitions of verbal/nonverbal relations
are important because the definitions affect both
our experimental analyses and the interventions ul-
timately based on those analyses. We suggested
(Matthews, Shimoff, & Catania, 1987) that cor-
respondence as a class ofverbal/nonverbal relations
be defined as a high probability of doing given
saying and a low probability of doing given not
saying. In our account, consistent saying and sub-
sequent doing do not, by themselves, imply cor-
respondence; our definition also demands that not
saying be consistently followed by not doing. Thus,
to demonstrate correspondence experimentally, we
must assess the probability of doing under two
circumstances: following saying and following not
saying. For these purposes, instances of not saying
are relevant only following occasions for saying; for
example, after the question "Will you play with
the blocks?," not saying indudes saying not ("I
will not play with the blocks") and saying other
("I will play with the paints") as well as refusing
to answer the question.
We believe that the following excerpts from our
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paper effectively summarize these points: ". . . it is
important to distinguish an instance of say/do cor-
respondence that is a member of a generalized dass
of such correspondences from a specific say/do se-
quence that may not be a member of a generalized
class.... It is not enough to observe single instances
of saying followed by doing.... Correspondence
can be identified as a dass only on the basis of
observing a population of opportunities for say/do
sequences in which the subject sometimes does not
say" (Matthews et al., 1987, pp. 69-70). Fur-
thermore, we do not believe that we and Stokes,
Osnes, and Guevremont (1987) are very far apart;
they seem often to agree implicitly with us, as when
they say that "[the] study of saying and doing is
more than just examining what a person says and
then documenting the occurrence of the relevant
behavior" (p. 161) or that correspondence can be
examined in "replicated manipulations of saying
and not saying . . ." (p. 163).

But the definition proposed by Stokes et al.
(1987) and exemplified by Guevremont, Osnes,
and Stokes (1986) is most readily described in
terms of the procedural steps in their interventions:
(a) baseline assessment of the probability of doing;
(b) reinforcement of saying with no explicit con-
sequences for subsequent doing; and (c) experi-
menter-prompted (but unreinforced) saying with
consequences arranged for subsequent doing ("cor-
respondence training"). It follows from our view,
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however, that correspondence dasses should be de-
fined independently of the procedures that were

used to create them. Otherwise, the definition of
these classes might change with each refinement of
experimental methodology.

Consider some empirical questions that may be
raised about the Guevremont et al. (1986) pro-

cedure. Does their last step (if successful in pro-

ducing doing) necessarily imply correspondence?
Perhaps not. Perhaps the experimenter's question

(e.g., "Will you play with the blocks later today?")
is itself sufficient to occasion subsequent doing. If
that is so, the child's saying is irrelevant. How can

we assess the role of the child's saying? By arranging
opportunities for the child to either say or not say.

This is precisely the procedure called for by our

definition of correspondence.
Alternatively, imagine the child who consistently

promises to play with blocks and subsequently does
so. Such say/do sequences do not necessarily imply
control by saying, because the child might play
with blocks even without promising to do so. A
reductio ad absurdem is the person who promises
to breathe and subsequently does so; we would
hardly assert that saying controls breathing, because
we expect breathing to occur regardless ofthe prom-
ise.

Our interest in the definition of correspondence
was initially occasioned not so much by concern

with the adequacy of the procedures reported by
Guevremont et al. (1986) and widely used by other
investigators (we suspect that our criteria have often
been implicit in some of those procedures) as by
variations among existing proposals for defining
correspondence (e.g., Israel, 1978; Karlan & Rusch,
1982). We presented a contingency-space analysis
because it has proven useful in clarifying other kinds
of relations among events (e.g., between responses

and eliciting stimuli in Pavlovian conditioning, and
between responses and consequences in analyses of
contingencies: Catania, 1971; Rescorla, 1967). In
those accounts, contingency spaces provided a par-

simonious system for organizing procedures that
had previously been treated in heterogeneous ways.

We therefore suggest that Stokes et al. (1987) need

not fear that "the conceptualization may be more
complex than is necessary" (p. 161) or that the
"terminology in the contingency-space analysis may
provide further confusion" (p. 162) or that our
"analysis, taxonomy, and discussion of conditional
probabilities may divert some attention from issues
of actual control by verbalizations, that is, does
correspondence occur?" (p. 162). Our proposed
definitions should focus attention on appropriate
procedures for demonstrating generalized corre-
spondence, so that there can be no ambiguity in
identifying it when it has been established.

In what follows, we use quotations from Stokes
et al. (1987) as opportunities to comment on var-
ious issues relevant to the analysis of generalized
verbal/nonverbal correspondences:

1. "Saying and doing is truly correspondence,
as is saying not and not doing. Saying and not
doing is truly noncorrespondence, as is saying not
and doing" (p. 162). These sentences illustrate the
problem of distinguishing specific instances from
classes. The word "truly" notwithstanding, corre-
spondence here seems to refer to particular say/do
combinations rather than to generalized relations.
Saying and doing can occur together not only as a
result of correspondence training but also when
saying and doing occur independently. The dis-
tinction is analogous to and as fundamental as that
between particular responses and the operant classes
into which they enter. Perhaps we need separate
terms for particular instances and generalized classes
of say/do combinations, parallel to the distinction
between responses and operants.

2. "The term negative correspondence may be
taken to mean, for example, that correspondence
did occur, or that it did not occur in the predicted
direction, or that no statement was made about the
behavior and the behavior did not occur, or that
there was a negative correlation between what was
said and what was done" (p. 162). Not in our
terminological system. We defined negative cor-
respondence to refer to a negative correlation be-
tween saying and doing. The assertion that a sup-
posedly technical term "may be taken to mean"
any of four different things seems to us to illustrate
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rather precisely the kind of problem our paper was
intended to address.

3. "The relevant question is whether the content
of the verbalization was related to the topography
of the target behavior, not whether it was positive
or negative. A description ofthe verbal/(non)verbal
sequences would suffice without addressing positive
or negative correspondence relationships" (p. 162).
We find it difficult to imagine circumstances in
which it is a matter of indifference whether verbal
and nonverbal behavior are positively or negatively
correlated. That is why we felt the distinction was
worth making.

4. "Correspondence implies that a reliable re-
lationship exists .. . that is more than correlational.
A verbalization and subsequent (non)verbal be-
havior, for example, may covary systematically but
both be occasioned by a third variable ..." (p.
162). It is always possible to interpret correlations
in terms of the effects on each term of third vari-
ables. Even when experimental control is demon-
strated, it may be that the variable of interest has
its effect only indirectly through some third variable
that has not yet been measured. It is in the nature
of contingencies that they involve correlations, and
part of the business of experimental and applied
analyses is to show that particular third variables
cannot operate within particular settings. Such ex-
perimental concerns, however, are independent of
the terminological questions that we raised in our
account.

5. ". . . complex contingency histories and the
role of language in occasioning temporally remote
behavior should receive careful consideration. ...
From an applied and clinical perspective, the de-
velopment of a relationship between a verbalization
and relevant behavior is crucial. This is why it is
important to have a procedure to facilitate the client's
verbalization" (pp. 163-164). Quite probably so,
but the measurement of such behavior may be
independent of the procedures for generating it, in
the sense that solving the problems of measuring
correspondence may not tell us how to solve the
problems of differentiating or shaping it or of track-
ing its development within natural environments.

Although we regard it as important to emphasize
these distinctions, we thoroughly agree that the
topic of "remote control" by verbal behavior will
be central to our future progress. We still have
much to learn, and we look forward to more data
on the progression from immediate say/do corre-
spondences to those extended over time, on the role
of contingencies in establishing such higher order
behavioral dasses (see Baer & Sherman, 1964, and
Gewirtz & Stingle, 1968, on the class called gen-
eralized imitation), and on the ways in which such
contingencies may operate in natural environments.

6. "Why not just reinforce the relevant behavior?
The answer is in the usefulness of using correspon-
dence training procedures to establish generalized
control over various behaviors at remote times and
places" (p. 164). Here we are again reminded that
we must deal with classes of behavior rather than
merely with specific instances. Perhaps this is "only
the operant again," but if so its beauty has hardly
been "undisguised" (see Stokes et al., 1987, p.
164). One reason may be that the classes involved
are defined not only by environmental contingencies
but also by the relations among other classes (e.g.,
the behavior dasses of saying and of doing). In any
case, we are pleased to be able to end our reply on
this note of agreement, and we thank Stokes and
his colleagues for this opportunity to clarify and
expand upon our account of say/do contingency
spaces.
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